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Volume 15, Number 3 (September 1999) 
CHRISTIANITY AND CONTRACEPTION: 
SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST 
ETHICAL GUIDELINES* 
Scientific technologies today permit 
;reater control of human fertility and 
reproduction than was formerly possi-
ble. These technologies make possible 
sexual intercourse with the expectation 
of pregnancy and childbirth greatly 
reduced. Christian married couples have 
a potential for fertility control that has 
created many questions with wide-rang-
ing religious, medical, social, and politi-
cal implications. Opportunities and ben-
efits exist as a result of the new capabil-
ities, as do challenges and drawbacks. A 
number of moral issues must be consid-
ered. Christians who ultimately must 
make their own personal choices on 
these issues must be informed in order 
to make sound decisions based on bibli-
cal principles. 
Among the issues to be considered 
is the question of the appropriateness of 
human intervention in the natural bio-
logical processes of human reproduc-
tion. If any intervention is appropriate, 
then additional questions regarding 
These guidelines were prepared by the Christian 
View of Human Life Committee of the General 
Conference of Seventh-day Adventists. They were 
approved by the denomination j- Annual Council 
on September 29, 1999. Comments are invited. 
what, when, and how must be 
addressed. Other related concerns 
include: 
• likelihood of increased sexual 
immorality which the availability and 
use of birth control methods may pro-
mote; 
• gender dominance issues related 
to the sexual privileges and prerogatives 
of both women and men; 
• social issues, including the right of 
a society to encroach upon personal free-
dom in the interest of the society at 
large, and the burden of economic and 
educational support for the disadvan-
taged; and, 
• stewardship issues related to pop-
ulation growth and the use of natural 
resources. 
A statement of moral considerations 
regarding birth control must be set in the 
broader context of biblical teachings 
about sexuality, marriage, parenthood, 
and the value of children-and an 
understanding of the interconnected-
ness between these issues. With an 
awareness of the diversity of opinion 
within the Church, the following bibli-
cally based principles are set forth to 
educate and to guide in decision mak-
mg. 
1. Responsible stewardship. God 
created human beings in His own 
image, male and female, with capacities 
to think and to make decisions (lsa 1: 18; 
Josh 24:15; Deut 30:15-20). God gave 
human beings dominion over the earth 
(Gen 1:26, 28). This dominion requires 
overseeing and caring for nature. 
Christian stewardship also requires tak-
ing responsibility for human procreation. 
Sexuality, as one of the aspects of human 
nature over which the individual has 
stewardship, is to be expressed in har-
mony with God's will (Ex 20: 14; Gen 
39:9; Lev 20:10-21; 1 Cor 6:12-20). 
2. Procreative purpose. The per-
petuation of the human family is one of 
Inside this issue: 
"Can Christian 
Bioethics be Based 
on Reason Alone?" 
-J ack w. Provonsha 
God.s purposes for human sexuality 
(Gen 1:28). Though it may be inferred 
that marriages are generally intended to 
yield offspring, Scripture never presents 
procreation as an obligation of every cou-
ple in order to please God. However, 
divine revelation places a high value on 
children and expresses the joy to be 
found in parenting (Matt 19:14; Ps 
127:3). Bearing and rearing children help 
parents to understand God and to devel-
op compassion, caring, humility, and 
unselfishness (Ps 103:13; Luke 11:13). 
3. Unifying purpose. Sexuality 
serves a unifying purpose in marriage 
that is God-ordained and distinguishable 
from the procreative purpose (Gen 2:24). 
Sexuality in marriage is intended to 
include joy, pleasure, and delight (Eccl 
9:9; Prov 5:18, 19; Song 4:16-5:1). God 
intends that couples may have ongoing 
sexual communion apart from procre-
ation (1 Cor 7:3-5), a communion that 
forges strong bonds and protects a mar-
riage partner from an inappropriate rela-
tionship with someone other than his or 
her spouse (Prov 5:15-20; Song 8:6,7). In 
God's design, sexual intimacy is not only 
for the purpose of conception. Scripture 
does not prohibit married couples from 
enjoying the delights of conjugal rela-
tions while taking measures to prevent 
pregnancy. 
4. Freedom to choose. In cre-
ation-and again through the redemp-
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tion of Christ-God has given human 
beings freedom of choice, and He asks 
them to use their freedom responsibly 
(Gal 5:1, 13). In the divine plan, hus-
band and wife constitute a distinct fam-
ily unit, having both the freedom and 
the responsibility to share in making 
determinations about their family (Gen 
2:24). Married partners should be con-
siderate of each other in making deci-
sions about birth control, being willing 
to consider the needs of the other as 
well as one's own (Phil 2:4). For those 
who choose to bear children, the procre-
ative choice is not without limits. 
Several factors must inform their choice, 
including the ability to provide for the 
needs of children (1 Tim 5:8); the phys-
ical, emotional, and spiritual health of 
the mother and other care givers (3 John 
2; 1 Cor 6:19; Phil 2:4; Eph 5:25); the 
social and political circumstances into 
which children will be born (Matt 
24: 19); and the quality of life and the 
global resources available. We are stew-
ards of God's creation and therefore 
must look beyond our own happiness 
and desires to consider the needs of oth-
ers (Phil 2:4). 
5. Appropriate methods of birth 
control. Moral decision-making about 
the choice and use of the various birth 
control agents must stem from an under-
standing of their probable effects on 
physical and emotional health, the man-
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ner in which the various agents operate, 
and the financial expenditure involved. 
A variety of methods of birth control-
including barrier methods, spermicides, 
and sterilization-prevent conceptio 
and are morally acceptable. Some other 
birth-control methods! may prevent the 
release of the egg (ovulation), may pre-
vent the union of egg and sperm (fertil-
ization), or may prevent attachment of 
the already fertilized egg (implantation). 
Because of uncertainty about how they 
will function in any given instance, they 
may be morally suspect for people who 
believe that protected human life begins 
at fertilization. However, since the 
majority of fertilized ova naturally fail to 
implant or are lost after implantation, 
even when birth control methods are not 
being used, hormonal methods of birth 
control and IUDs, which represent a 
similar process, may be viewed as moral-
ly acceptable. Abortion, the intentional 
termination of an established pregnancy, 
is not morally acceptable for purposes of 
birth control. 
6. Misuse of birth control. 
Though the increased ability to manage 
fertility and protect against sexually 
transmitted disease may be useful tr 
many married couples, birth control ca ... 
be misused. For example, those who 
would engage in premarital and extra-
marital sexual relations may more readi-
ly indulge in such behaviors because of 
the availability of birth control methods. 
The use of such methods to protect sex 
outside of marriage may reduce the risks 
of sexually transmitted diseases and/or 
pregnancy. Sex outside of marriage, 
however, is both harmful and immoral, 
whether or not these risks have been 
diminished. 
7. A redemptive approach. The 
availability of birth-control methods 
makes education about sexuality and 
morality even more imperative. Less 
effort should be put forth in condemna-
tion, and more in education and 
redemptive approaches that seek to 
allow each individual to be persuaded 
by the deep movings of the Holy 
Spirit .• 
lSome current examples of these 
methods include intrauterine devic( 
(IUDs), hormone pills (including the 
"morning-after pill"), Injections, or 
implants. Questions about these methods 
should be referred to a medical professional. 
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CAN CHRISTIAN BIOETHICS BE BASED 
ON REASON ALONE? 
Jack W. Provonsha 
The question asked in the title of this discussion is dis-
tinctly a child of the modern world, that is, if one identifies 
the modern period with the so-called "Age of 
Enlightenment," roughly the last three centuries. Not that 
the role of reason in moral matters was unappreciated 
before that time. St. Thomas Aquinas, for example, while 
noting that man needed divine revelation to be aware of 
some moral truths, wrote that "certain axioms or proposi-
tions are universally self-evident to all." He referred to 
these as laws of nature to which belong "those things to 
which man is inclined naturally; and among these it is prop-
er for man to be inclined to act according to reason." 
It is difficult to overestimate the impact of this heroic 
figure on ethics, even today. Practically all Roman Catholic 
thinking on such matters (Roman Catholics have done more 
thinking on the subject than most) has been conditioned by 
St. Thomas. Conservative Catholic attitudes regarding con-
traception, for example, are largely Thomastic. St. Thomas 
said that everything in nature has its proper purpose or end. 
The proper goal of sexual intercourse is reproduction of the 
'pecies; therefore anything that interferes with this end is 
against nature and is thus a violation of nature's law. 
Reasonable persons should know that. Pope John Paul II 
must find many Catholics reasoning badly at that moment. 
The Apostle Paul seemed to have written something 
like what St. Thomas proposed regarding natural law in his 
letter to the Romans a millenium and a half before. 
"Indeed, when Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature 
things required by the law, they are a law for themselves, even 
though they do not have the law, since they show that the require-
ments of the law are written on their hearts, their consciences also 
bearing witness, and their thoughts now accusing, now even defend-
ing them. " (Rom 2: 14,15 NIV) 
The major Protestant reformers, partly as a reaction 
against the excesses of Scholasticism, were unimpressed 
with "nature" and human reason as reliable sources of moral 
truth, or almost any other truth for that matter. Human rea-
son was considered too damaged an instrument to be 
depended on for such guidance, they proclaimed rationally. 
With the advent of "the Enlightenment" an attempt 
was made to breathe a new spirit into philosophical and eth-
ical areas. A morality fitting the mood of the times-induc-
tive, "scientific," rational, rather than merely authoritarian 
became the watchword of the best ethical minds of the peri-
od. 
Utilitarianism was conceived in this spirit. It was a "sci-
entific" attempt to establish moral principles on rational 
observations, to discover the "ought" by observing what 
"is." According to the Hedonistic Utilitarians, when one 
observes what men and women in fact do in life, we discov-
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er that mainly they are involved in seeking happiness and 
avoiding unhappiness, and pain. John Stuart Mill wrote at 
the time, that 
"The utilitarian doctrine is that happiness is desirable, and 
the only thing desirable, as an end; all other things being only desir-
able as means to that end . ... No reason can be given why the gen-
eral happiness is desirable, except that each person, so far as he 
believes it to be obtainable, desires his own happiness. " 1 
If this seemed a little too this-worldly to traditional 
Christian tastes, there were those who spoke of ultimate, 
eternal happiness in the Kingdom of God as the proper 
"end" of morality. We call them Theological Hedonistic 
Utilitarians. 
There are other examples of the attempt to derive the 
"ought" from the "is." The Utilitarians largely held the 
stage during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. 
Slightly later as the new science, by arduous laboratory 
effort, filled in the gaps in our understanding formerly filled 
by God-or Leprechauns or whatever, God became largely 
unnecessary or so remote as to not concern us overmuch. 
What remained was for someone to describe for us how 
nature could be self-operating, and "naturalism" in ethics as 
elsewhere would come fully into its own. 
Charles Darwin's The Origin of Species provided that 
description. More apropos to our present discussion than its 
scientific implications was Darwin's contribution to social 
theory. What his Origin gave us was the basis for a rational-
istic, humanistic materialism. Marx and Engels were 
delighted. They tried to induce Darwin to allow them to use 
his name in the foreword of Das Kapital, but, to his credit, 
he politely declined. 
What came into being was the most inclusive of all the 
moral "natural isms" -certainly the most consequential. 
"Right" was what furthered survival and served the inter-
ests of those "fit" to survive. And we know this is what 
ought to be by observing it operative in the natural world 
around us! 
A philosopher was born in the latter half of the nine-
teenth century who, in terms of the devastating impact of 
his life and thought, was one of the most influential thinkers 
who ever lived, although I am not aware that this fact is 
commonly appreciated. Friedrich Nietzsche was reared in a 
somewhat straight-laced religious home, mainly by aunts 
and sisters. When he was 18 years of age, he gave up his 
Christian faith. Later he was to say that it was the easiest 
Jack W. Provonsha, MD, PhD 
Emeritus Professor of Philosophy of Religion 
and Christian Ethics 
Loma Linda University 
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thing he ever did-and then proceeded to spend the rest of 
his life proving that it was the easiest thing he ever did. 
Friedrich Nietzsche's main claim to fame derives from 
the fact that he took Darwin very seriously in matters moral. 
His book expressing this most clearly was The Antichrist. He 
chose the title with care because he believed Judaism and 
Christianity were responsible for most of the world's ills-
and especially the world's social ills. Jews and Christians 
had transvalued the values. They had veritably turned 
morality on its head in service of their own decadence. But 
let him tell you in his own words. 
"What is good? Everything that heightens the feeling of power 
in man, the will to power, power itself. What is bad? Everything 
that is born of weakness. What is happiness? The feeling that 
power is growing, that resistance is overcome. Not contentedness 
but more power; not peace but war; not virtue but fitness . ... What 
is more harmful than any vice? Active pity for all the failures and 
all the weak: Christianity. 
"What type of man shall be bred, shall be willed, for being 
higher in value, worthier of life, more certain of a future? Even in 
the past this higher type has appeared often-but as a fortunate 
accident, as an exception, never as something willed In fact, this 
has been the type most dreaded-almost the dreadful-and from 
dread the opposite type was willed, bred, and attained: the domes-
tic animal, the herd animal, the sick human animal-the 
Christian. 
"Christianity should not be beautified and embellished: it has 
waged deadly war against this higher type of man; it has placed all 
the basic instincts of this type under the ban; and out of these 
instincts it has distilled evil and the Evil One: the strong man as 
the typically reprehensible man, the 'reprobate.' Christianity has 
sided with all that is weak and base, with all failures; it has made 
an ideal of whatever contradicts the instinct of the strong life to 
preserve itself; it has corrupted the reason even of those strongest in 
spirit by teaching men to consider the supreme values of the spirit 
as something sinful, something that leads into error-as tempta-
tion. 
"Christianity is called the religion of pity. Pity stands opposed 
to the tonic emotions which heighten our vitality: it has a depress-
ing effect. We are deprived of strength when we feel pity . ... Quite in 
general, pity crosses the law of development, which is the law of 
selection. It preserves what is ripe for destruction; it defends those 
who have been disinherited and condemned by life; and by the 
abundance of the failures of all kinds which it keeps alive, it gives 
life a gloomy and questionable aspect. . 
"Wherever the theologian s instinct extends, value judgments 
have been stood on their heads and the concepts of 'true' and 'false' 
are of necessity reversed: whatever is most harmful to life is called 
'true;' whatever elevates it, enhances, affirms, justifies it, and 
makes it triumphant, is called 'false. '" 2 
And where did Friedrich Nietzsche get this? The key 
words tell us. Note them: "will to power," "self preserva-
tion," "law of selection." These all come straight out of The 
Origin of Species. That the big fishes eat the little fishes and 
the little fishes eat the littler fishes; that the fit survive in 
the competitive struggle for existence in Nature by pos-
sessing more wits, greater agility, stronger muscles, longer 
claws, and more powerful teeth, is a fact of nature in evolu-
tion. The name of the survival game is: power, power over 
the weak and the will to use it. That's the way it is in 
4 
Nature; and man as a part of Nature, when he is true to him-
self, participates in the general behavioral configurations of 
the rest of Nature. Thus the truly noble men of the past 
were men such as those legions of Romans who marched 
through the world conquering and displacing its weak an 
decadent inhabitants such as the Jews and Christians who 
had perverted the very meaning of morality by transmuting 
weakness and decadence into virtues. 
Ideas have consequences. It would be naive to attribute 
to ideas even as forceful as these more credit than they 
deserve. And surely the causes of our two great world wars 
were vastly more complex than anything Friedrich 
Nietzsche had to say; but there is strong evidence that 
Nietzsche furnished much of the philosophic undergirding 
of those two major human catastrophes. It is said that Hitler 
slept with Nietzsche under his pillow. Surely the similarity 
between the superior type of human that "shall be bred, 
shall be willed, for being higher in value, worthier of life, 
more certain of a future," of Nietzsche's and Hitler's Aryan 
super-race is no accident, nor is the "Holocaust" and all it 
represents. Similar attitudes were also at the center of the 
Kaiser's war. Thus two horrible world wars, more terrible 
than all the wars of history combined, can be said to have 
been at least conceptually conditioned by a view of nature 
that gained currency in mid-nineteenth century. 
According to this form of naturalistic ethics, observa-
tions regarding nature at work are the stuff with which rea-
son works out its solutions to ethical dilemmas. St. Thomas 
said at least some principles were "self-evident to unaided 
reason." But if one cannot depend upon the observed law" 
of nature to give one moral guidance, as is suggested by ou. 
reading of Nietzsche, then reason as a tool for making ethi-
cal judgments is in trouble, If human reason cannot handle 
human problems, the only alternative is to appeal to some 
kind of supernatural guidance for answers-which is what 
some folk think we should have been doing all along. 
Unfortunately, divinity has not chosen to involve itself 
directly in very many of the perplexing issues new technol-
ogy has thrust upon us-even through the writings of 
inspired prophets. Where, for example, does prophetic 
precedent come to grips with the issues raised by the new 
fertility and reproductive techniques: artificial insemination, 
in-vitro fertilization, embryo transfer, cryo-preservation of 
human embryos, surrogate parenting? What chapter and 
verse shall we consult to give us guidance in relation to the 
marvels of genetic engineering? The Bible admonishes us to 
refrain from killing, at least murdering people. But where in 
the Bible is there anything that tells when to or when not to 
institute life-prolonging procedures, or when to stop them 
and under what circumstances? 
The Baby Fae case at Loma Linda, in which the heart 
of a baboon was transplanted into the chest of a human 
infant, brought all kinds of interesting people out of the 
woodwork, many of them accustomed to "divine guidance" 
in such matters. The letters some of them wrote were often 
fascinating, though not always helpful. Frequently meIJ 
tioned was the statement of Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:39, "All 
flesh is not the same: Men have one kind of flesh, animals 
have another, birds another and fish another." How did we 
at Loma Linda dare to co-mingle them? And with such 
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unequivocal biblical guidance what possible chance did we 
think we had of success? One writer expressed herself in 
precisely these words: God's Word had doomed the proce-
. dure from the beginning! How perplexing it must be to 
. uch a person to learn of the degree of immunological and 
/'histocompatibility between the baboon and human that 
was found in the laboratory prior to and after the surgery. 
In no letter that I received did anyone refer to the 
Levitical passage sometimes used against genetic engineer-
ing. "Do not mate different kinds of animals. Do not plant 
your field with two kinds of seed," (Lev. 19: 19) or the 
Genesis decree that they should bring forth, "each after its 
kind." (Gen. 2:24) 
All of these are, of course, deductive appeals to author-
ity rather than to rational, inductive experiment in the lab-
oratory. Where would we be today in medical and other sci-
ence if we had remained encased in that dark cocoon? The 
present marvel of adequate supplies of scarce biologicals-
nonallergenic insulin, human growth hormone, interferon, 
and on and on, has resulted from single-minded laboratory 
research. The exciting portents for diagnosis and therapy 
from the isolation and use of monoclonal antibodies fairly 
leaves one breathless. 
It also leaves one with questions that no one has ever 
asked before, or raises old questions in new ways for which 
the past has poorly prepared us. How does one go about 
answering questions for which there are no precedents? 
There is only one way-the way of observation and reason, 
as uncomfortable as that may make one feel who is bound 
' . . 0 the traditional method of finding answers by appeals to 
. :.ruthority. 
And there is always the figure of Friedrich Nietzsche 
hovering darkly over the scene. How does one protect from 
the dangers inherent in the employment of human reason 
in doing ethics? 
What was the source of Nietzsche's error? It was the 
same source as of all error involving inductive reason. One's 
conclusions are only as good as the facts on which they are 
based-even if the rational process itself is without flaw. 
His facts were in error. 
The naturalists were correct in attempting to derive the 
"ought" from the "is." Their usual mistake was in their 
incorrectly identifying the "is." A Christian ethic, biblically 
founded, must conclude that ethics is based primarily on 
creation rather than revelation-although as we shall short-
ly be pointing out it may take revelation to acquaint us with 
the reality of creation. What now "is" may not be the same 
as the "is" of creation. 
Given the fact of the oneness of God, the monotheistic 
premise, and the fact that He was Creator of everything, 
and that it was all "very good" as Genesis records, and the 
additional fact that goodness is defined by the incarnation 
of God, it immediately becomes apparent that the original 
creation is no longer available to us, however assiduously 
we search for it in the field or laboratory. The Bible is clear 
.bout a "Fall" affecting the whole of creation. It was fallen 
nature that formed the basis for Nietzsche's rational moral 
system. Because he had already rejected any possibility of 
knowing about any other kind of "nature," his conclusions 
were inevitable and wrong-and named appropriately, I 
Update Volume 15, Number 3 
might add. 
But the facts remain, ethics is based on creation-that 
is, creation before the Fall. That ancient "is" forms the true 
basis for what "ought" to be. Unfortunately for human 
pride, that fact denies us human self-sufficiency in matters 
ethical. That original creation is available to us only by rev-
elation. Only the inspired picture of Eden and of Eden 
restored, and Jesus' disclosure of the Creator and His char-
acter, can provide a sufficient base for knowing what 
"ought" to be. 
A rational Christian bioethic will be one that stresses 
the restoration and fulfillment of the Creator's original 
intentions, insofar as these may be ascertained from the 
inspired sources. The rules, such as the Decalogue, are 
descriptive of those intentions rather than being merely 
prescriptive. God made us to behave in such a manner. To 
be true to our moral charter is to be self-fulfilled rather than 
self-denied. 
This principle also applies to the new questions. Any 
biological engineering discovery that has potential for 
restoration of the creation is to be supported. Those that 
lead in Nietzsche's direction are to be deplored. Those fer-
tility and reproductive innovations that contribute to what 
God had in mind in creating the procreative family are to be 
welcomed. Those that place the family in jeopardy are to be 
opposed. Any action whose total effect is to diminish the 
creation in any significant way is immoral. That, finally, is 
what morality-and ethics-is all about. 
The creation as an expression of the Creator is a given, 
revealed to humans by revelation. The Creator has also 
given general, moral descriptions of that reality. In addition, 
the Creator also provided humans with minds capable of 
perceiving the true nature of that creation if they would 
apply themselves with persistence and dedication, and if 
they did not reject out of hand a major source of truth: the 
Bible. Together, inspiration and dedicated reason, persistently 
applied, can arrive at moral truth. 
Before the Fall reason alone would probably have suf-
ficed. The "is" was good, perfect, undistorted. Ethics could 
be a scientific enterprise. One could discover the truth 
about behavior as one discovered the truth about atoms, 
plants, and stars. Nature's laws were God's laws, and thus, 
there would be no special compartment for ethics apart 
from science, or the rest of natural truth. In such an ideal 
world, the answer to the question, "Can Christian bioethics 
be done on the basis of reason alone?" would be, "yes, of 
course!" But in this world, humans need help with the 
premises, even as they reason their way to proper conclu-
sions. Here, the answer is both yes and no. It all depends on where 
reason begins its work and to what end .• 
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THE YEAR AT A GLANCE 
July 1, 1998-June 30, 1999 
Bioethics Grand Rounds* 
October 14, 1998 
Traumatic Brain Injury: A Fate Worse Than Death? 
Speaker: William]. Winslade, PhD, JD 
November 11. 1998 
Multiculturalism and Health Care: Where are the Limits? 
Speakers: Dennis deLeon, MD 
Johnny Ramirez, EdD 
James W. Walters, PhD 
December 2, 1998 
Viagra! 
Speakers: Edward M Blight, Jr., MD 
David R. Larson, OM in, PhD 
Susie L. Loring, MSW, LCSW 
Ianuary 13, 1999 
Crisis oj Morality: A Reaction to the Holocaust 
Speakers: Joseph Rebhun, MD 
John K. Roth, PhD 
February 10, 1999 
The Practice oj Presence 
Speaker: Stephen J. McPhee, MD 
March 3, 1999 
Jack Kevorkian and Jesus Christ: Ethical Issues at Life's End 
Speakers: David R. Larson, DMin, PhD 
Ivan T. Blazen, PhD 
April 14, 1999 
Multiculturalism and Health Care Revisited 
Speakers: Ramona Perez Greek, PhD, RN 
Earl Cooper, DMin 
May 12, 1999 
Must Doctors Be Good.? 
Physicians and the Obligation oj Virtue 
Speakers: Mark Carr, PhD 
Robert Orr, MD 
* Audio and video tapes can be ordered by sending check or money order to; 
Sigma AudioNideo Associates 
POBox 51 
Lorna Linda, California 92354 
Video Tapes-$15 + $2 S/H Audio Tapes-$7.50 + $1 S/H 
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Contributors Convocation* 
November 14, 1998 Rancho Mirage, California 
What Does Temperance Have to Do With Anything.? 
Speaker: Mark Carr, PhD 
Musical Concert: Loma Linda Men 's Chorus 
Director: Don T hurber 
Pianist: Dorothy Wareham 
Bioethics/Spiritual Life Conference* 
February 28-March 1. 1999 
End-oj-Life Care: What Hurts? What Works? 
Speakers: James R. Wise, DDS 
Dennis deLeon, MD 
Ruthanne E. Williams, LCSW 
Ronald M. Perkin, MS, MA 
David R. Larson, DMin, PhD 
Gerald R. Winslow, PhD 
Anne T. Cipta, MD 
Earl Quijada, MD 
Richard Rice, PhD 
Ivan T. Blazen, PhD 
K. Lance Tyler, Chaplain 
David W. Wilbur, MD 
Sandra A. Cooper, RN 
L uis A. Orozco 
Louise Bell 
Steven E. Howard, PharmD 
Lee S. Berk, DrPH 
Sarah H . Uffindell, MD 
Kathleen E. McMillan, BSN 
Randy L. Roberts, OM in 
Robert D. Orr, MD 
Jack W. Provonsha Lectureship 
March 8, 1999 
The End(s) oj Human Life 
Speaker: Carlos Gomez, MD, PhD 
Financial Overview* 
Operating Accounts: 
Iuly 1. 1998 
Operating Funds $ (7,009.27) 
Temporary 
Reserves 
Permanent 
$ 1,960.23 
Endowments $ 686,839.95 
I une 30, 1999 
$ 13,393.80 
$ 2,057.04 
$ 738,071.91 
* A complete financial report is available upon request. 
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Alexander, Wilber & Mary 
Anholm, John & Anne 
Baldwin, Dalton & Barbara 
Behrens-Basaraba, B. Lyn 
Bendelius, Geneva Beatty 
Bennedict, Ted & Ruth 
Bensonhaver, Charles & Bonnie 
Boyko, Michael & Diane 
Boyne, Philip ]. 
Brandstater, Bernard 
Brandt, Allen & Rosenell 
Brauer, Floyd S. , 
Broeckel, Philip G. 
Brown, Albert F. 
Bull, Brian S. & Maureen 
Bungard, Stanley & Marjorie 
Bylsma, Glenn & Jacquelyn 
Camacho, Elber 
Carr, Mark & Sharon 
Catalano, David & Karen 
Childs, Helen M. 
Clark, Ramona 
Collazo, Luis G. 
,'~ouperus, James]. & Cheryl 
<:::ovrig, Marvin & Amorat 
Crane, Michael & Marilyn 
Crawford, Cromwell 
Deloney, George A. 
Denmark, Thomas C. 
Dunn, Elwin M. 
Dupper, Frank & Norma 
Ehlers, Michael & Marlena 
Elder, Harvey & Eleanor 
Engberg, Dan & Linda 
Evans, Dwight & Helen 
Evans, John & Virginia 
Fillmore, Galen, Suzanne 
George, Lewis & Katherine 
Gibson, George & Carol 
Guth, Richard & Kathlene 
Hafner, William & Margaret 
Hart, Richard & Judith 
Haston, Sandra 
Heath, Lynn & Margaret 
Hegstad, Douglas R . 
Heitsch, William 
Hopp, Joyce 
Houston, Rendel R. 
" Huffaker, Gary & Suha 
.. /ensen,Obed 
Jetton, Jr., James & Cathie 
Johnson, ]. Arthur 
Johnson, Paul & Noreen 
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CONTRIBUTORS 
July 1, 1998 through June 30, 1999 
Kellogg, Ray. M. 
Kemena, Lloyd B. 
Kemper, Eddie & Marilyn 
King, Gerald W. 
Kis, Miroslav & Brenda 
Kootsey, Mailen & Lynne 
Krick, Edwin 
La Pierre, Lawrence L. 
Larson, David R. & Bronwen 
Lawson, Harold & Betty 
Lemon, Frank 
Lilly, R. Lindsay & Stona 
Lindsay, Charles & Rae 
Lowe, David & Flo 
Mackett, M. C. T. & Linda 
Marsa, R.J. & Ulrike 
Marsh, Robert L. & Marguerite 
Masek, Ted & Julie 
Maxwell Smith, Deirdra 
Maxwell, D. Malcom & Eileen 
McKinney, Richard Lee 
McMillan, Robert & Betty 
McNeily, Roger 
Miller, Ronald & Irene 
Mitchell, Robert & Gladys 
Munson, James & Laurel 
Murdoch, William & Jean 
Nelson, T. C. 
Nicola, Darrell & Sonja 
Nicolay, Donald & Lynn 
Orr, Robert & Joyce 
Powell, Richard & Nancy 
Ramkissoon, Reuben 
Rausch, Robert & Judith 
Reeves, Robert & Donna 
Riederer, Joseph D. 
Robertson, E. Arthur & Debi 
Ruf, Rolland & Barbara 
Rumble, Dorothy 
Running, Leona G. 
Sakala, Elmar & Darilee 
Sample, Richard & Marigene 
Sandefer, Jere & Patti 
Schafer, Donald 
Scharfenberg, William & Marie 
Schumacher, Louise 
Scofield, Neils M. 
Scott, Ronald & Louise 
Sopo, Margaret 
Spady, Kenneth 
Sperrazza, Robert & Jacqueline 
Stanyer, Brent 
Stilson, Donald & Mildred 
Stilson, Walter & Lula Ann 
Stratton, Yvonne E. 
Szana, James & Jamie 
Taylor, Len & Charlene 
Tetz, Emmett L. & Laurie 
Thompson, Carolyn & Ralph 
Tilton, Bernard & Betty 
Torres, Sidney E. 
Turner, Ada L. 
U tt, Richard & Gwen 
Van Cleve, Lois 
Vine, Kenneth & Betty 
Walters, James & Priscilla 
Webster, James & Betty 
OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR GENEROSITY! 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
THE CENTER FOR 
CHRISTIAN BIOETHICS 
NEEDS YOUR GENEROUS 
SUPPORT IN ORDER TO: 
CONTINUE MAKING UPDATE 
POSSIBLE; 
UPGRADE ITS 
COMPUTERS; 
ACQUIRE ADDITIONAL 
BOOKS AND JOURNALS; 
PRESENT MONTHLY 
BIOETHICS GRAND ROUNDS; 
CONVENE NATIONAL 
CONFERENCES. 
PUBLISH BOOKS 
IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO HELP, SIMPLY 
MAKE YOUR TAX-DEDUCTIBLE DONA-
TION TO: 
THE LLU CENTER FOR CHRISTIAN 
BIOETHICS. 
PLACE IT IN THE ENCLOSED ENVE-
LOPE AND DROP IT IN THE MAIL. 
THANK YOU. 
7 
FOURTH ANNUAL BIOETHICS & SPIRITUAL LIFE CONFERENCE 
"FAITH-BASED HEALTH CARE 
IN THE 21ST CENTURY: 
NEW VISIONS FROM OLD VALUES" 
Center for 
Spiritual Life 
and Wholeness 
SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 27,2000, 1:00-5:00 P.M. 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 2000, 9:00 A.M.-5:00 P.M. 
PRESENTED BY: 
THE CENTER FOR CHRISTIAN BIOETHICS 
THE CENTER FOR SPIRITUAL LIFE & WHOLENESS 
WONG KERLEE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE CENTER 
11175 CAMPUS STREET 
LOMA LINDA, CALIFORNIA 
FOR MORE INFORMATION OR 
To PLACE YOUR NAME ON THE CENTER'S MAILING LIST: 
FAX: (909) 558-0336 
E-MAIL: gsample@ethicscenter.llu.edu 
CENTER FOR CHRISTIAN BIOETHICS 
LOMA LINDA UNIVERSITY 
Coleman Pavilion, Suite 11121S 
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